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perceptions of photographs of subjects of v#rying complexity and the

: degree of 1liking expressed for them were significantly different #

- regardless of variation in their reproduction processes. However, {it
was noted that the method of reproduction had some influence on hgw
exciting or active cértain photographs were perceived to be. (The
paper includes tables of data and ¢he assessment.instruments used:in

"the study.) (GD)

B e x A ok o ok o kol s ok o ok ok ok o o b ok ol e A ol ok N SRR ok b i R o S ke R o K R NG KK ks e RO K R R o o ok ok e ik

* reproductions supplied by EDRS are the best that can be nade *

* from the original document. *
w&**#***ﬂ*#******#***Wtiﬁﬁt*ﬁ*#********##***#*##**‘ ki e NN R N Bk o RO R K kP




~
. ’ - \ ’ ‘.

USORPARTMENTY OF NEALTN,
: EDUCATION & WELEARE
- NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF

\ EDUCATION
‘ )

THIS DOCUMENT HAS BEEN REPRO- =
\ OUCED EXACTLY AS RECEIVED FROM

. THE PERSON OR ORGANIZATION ORIGIN- i h
v ATING iT POINTS OF VIEW OR OPINIONS

' STATED DO NOT NECESSARILY REPRE- .

v SENT OFFICIAL NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF

[
“w
M
Q . N EOULATION POSITION OR POLICY
2 . ~
|
[
wJ

=)
¥ EE .
THE EDITOR'S -MANIPULATION OF PHOTOGRAPHS:

An Experimental Study of
. the Effect of Varying Rep:oduétion Methads
. oy
James A. Fosdick and Pamela J. Shoemaker

University of Wisconsin - Madiscn “‘\\\v>

v

“PER!":SSION TO REPRODUCE THIS
MATERIAL HAS BEEN GRANTED BY

James A, Fosdick
N . Pamela J. Shoemaker

TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES ‘
- INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC) " *

Presented to the Photbjcurnélism Diviaion, AEJ Convention (Boston University,
ugust 10-13, 1980)

(The authors wish to express appreciation to the Meuer Photography Yund for
financial support in executing this study and to Albert R. Timms, Jr., for
his assistance in the computer analysis stage of the work.)

-

2




gy

INTRODUCTION
Today's intense com%etition for readers in the mass marketplace has led to
the re-design of many publications, use of more illustrationa, and increasing
reliance on strong'graphic treatment of both illustrations and type. The jﬁnior
author of this paper, wiio acts as managing editbr for a national magazine for
dentallstudents, became interested in what might be happening to Fhe message
(phétoggaphic illustrations) when the medium (type of reproduction screen or
‘ technique) was selected for its artyy graphic qualities rath;r than for itsa

clarity and stréigptforward value. The present study was designed to provide

[

some empirical answers to this legitimate communication question.
’ ‘ Amoﬂg the decisions confronting ﬁgéazine editors when they elect to
1llustrate their publications with photographs ;re these: '"What photographs
shall I use, and what kind of reproduction will be most effective?" By-kind of
reproduction we refer to either the type of halftone screem the editor requests
of the ;rinter nr to the ahe;nce of a screen, reproducing the photograph as a
tone-line shot in which the middle grays drop vut. (The toune-line conversion is
prepared by shooting one underexpcsed line negative and one vverexposed line
negative, The two negatives are pu£ together, and a 30 percent tint screen is
pug behind the underexposed negative. It is the underexposed negative that
rrints gray in the final reproduction; the overexposed nﬂgative prints black.)
Although newspaper editors have essentially the same optioas and may be under

-

similar pressuregifo expand ceadership, the '"magazine look'" of an increasing
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nymber of dailies has

8o far not-includéd use of mezzotint, stgel'engraving,

$ .

agd other reproduifion variations utilized by some'magazin;‘bditors and art
directors. ' . . '- | " | \

The argument for exerciqing graphic coﬁtgol over the photojournalist's - .
.output was expresseq recently by'J;q V. Whi;e inozélig'magaztne: "The editor{s
job is not to win friends (i.e., photogrgphers) but to influence people (i.e.,
readerq). That.'s why photos must be seen as raw material to bé'ﬁanipulasfd,to ! ~
the editor's purpose by the skills cf‘the art director, so their latent story;'
enhancing'capacities can be exposed."l (White apparently clgssifies editors
as manipulaébrs of opinion rather than as journalists.) |

A sear;h of the relevant resea.ch literature reveals that,'although a
redsonable amount of work has beeu done to learr what elements of the‘pﬁotographic
ﬁessage influence readership and meaning, a ﬁ;;;;tly no published sfudiee have
investigated the possible influence of the reproduction screen pattern.

As indicated by the studies cited below, the "elements" of photographic
messeges are—generally divided into conteﬁt (subject matter) and stylistic
(structural) components. The research we are reporting focuses on a structural
component (the rep-oduction screen pattern) but includes subject matter varying
in the degree of'complexity.

In-the early fiftles, MacLean and Hazard demoﬁstrated in the Badgér Viliage
study2 that six underlying themes of subject matter (idolatry, social problems,
picturesque, war, blood and violence, and spectator sports) explained most of the
variations of reader interest in 51 news magazine photographs. All of the
selected photos were reproduced by the then standard dot screen process.

Tannenbaum and Fosdick found that there was an effect of lightiﬁg angle on
the judgment of photographed Subject33 in 1960, and Williamaé was able to
demonstrate in 1971 that camera viewpoint snd lighting’ contrast could produce

different perceptions of the dominance of a photographic *subject. 1In neithet. of
~ e ——— A0S .

these studies was there any attempt to vary the clarity or “graphic quality" of

‘J
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the reproductione to which experimental subjects %ere exooeed.

When Hazard5 investigated the influence af format and composition on the

perception of photographs, he also observed that thé message content was the

P

~

3bet significant variable. vl
‘ Although textbooks in photography and pictorial composit}og generally
recommend making and cropping pictures to make them simple rather than complex--
presumablz:becauee the central idea will be easier to understand and thus will

have more 1nterest and impact—-French found that older viewers preferred more

‘complex illuetra!ione.6 o ' | .

hd

In the study we are reporting here, we were primarily interested in®he effect
on perceived meaning of how a photograph is reproduced, but we also wanted to
find out if there would be an interaction between the complexity of subject matter

and the complexity of reproduction method. That 1s to say, we expected that the

_more complex or detailed the photograph, the more straightforward and clear the

reproduction should be in order for the photograph to be understood.

As most journalists are aware, photogrephic {llustrations (all continuous-
tone ”art,ﬁ in fact) must be translated into a pottern of dots or lines of
varying size 15 dier to be printable in uewhpapers or magazines and to properly

reproduce the toﬁﬂ} variations of the original. The tomal variation is provided

y &

by a "halftone screen'" (usually by the engraver .or printer), and this screen 1is

available in a *dde variety of patterns, some of which considerably change the
: #
appearance of the origingl. For example, a mezzotint acreen and a steel engraving
i ¢

screen can give a photo the appearance of an artist's rendition rather than the

yerisimilitude of the original camera record. And a tone-line or dropout treatment,

~

by eliminating some or all middle tones, provides a high contrast, graphic effect.

&

Such "arty'" effects are frequently used (as White ha%éurged) by magazine editors

eager to stress the graphic quality or the aesthetic appearance of thelr publications

without spending extra mdgfy for artist's illustrations. Presumably, these special
~"‘«\

effect treatments are resorted to when the photo content is of minimal significance

Y
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and,comb1e§ity.

Siuce such screens provide less déiail aydfclarity than in the standard,

L

133 line dot screen normally used in periodicals printed on good quality paper, .

the special*effect treatment would seem to interfere with the transmission of

MJ' -

LX)
the main message, the illustration content or Lubject mavter., It is likely, too,
that the artistic variation of such treatment would ghange the connotative
meaning of a photograph. It is this potential for communication interference

which the authors explored in the present study:' The following i.;rotheses,

'derived in part;from studies cited abdve, were tégted: .

. . £
Hypotheses

la. Perceptions of’;hotographs containing difféient.degrees of complexity
will be significaﬁtly\differeﬁq regardless of the variation of reproduction of -
the photographs. . . v

1b. The exp;essed preference (liking) for photographs of subjects of
varying complexity will vary g_un%ficantly regardless of variation in the
reproduction of the photographs.
| 2a. Regardlgéa of photo subje;t, differences in reproduction method Qill \
produce significant differences in how photographs are ﬁergeived.‘

2b. Regardless of photo subject, differences in réproduction method will
produce significant differences in how well the photographs are liked.

3. Variations in thé realism with which photographs are reproduced will
differentially affect perceptions of subject matter having different degrees of
complexity, (In simplér language, we expected a‘siggificant inteéaction between
reproduction methods and subject matter.)

EXPERIMENTAL DESIGN

We designed a controlled experiment in which subjects (a sample of ''magazine

readers') were.given the opportunity to respond to four different photographic

subjects and to four different printed reproductions of these photos. The subject



( 5
. matter was intentionally varied in complexity,rbut all photos were of people "

or scenes which wquld be appropriate for a dental trade or piofessional journal. .

Our '‘magazine readers" were students in an undergraduate American history class,

5
Ty

and .one of the photographs selected wés‘a'shot of a eampus-buiidin- with students
apprbaching it via a cross-over bridge.

The four versions for each photo consisted of.the following printing
repr;duction tecﬁniq?es in black ink on white, dull-coated magazine paper stock:
1) 133jline.halftone screens

. (2) mezzotint halftone screen
(3) steel engraving'héiftone screén
(4) tome-line conversion.
.« " Indep%ndent variables, therefore, included thé four photographs, each
.;eproduced in four printing reproduction vefsiéns—-a total of 16 combinations.
Theqe reproduction techniques were éele;ted from a wide range available because
' éf.their relative ;ealism/abs;;action. The 133-lin; halftone screen is closegt
in reproduction quality to the original,'black-and=white photogfaph and so was
co;sidered to be the most fealistic. The mezzotint screen was believea to Be
somewhat more abstract because the grainy scr;en pattern partially obscures some
of the photo's detail. The steel engraving screen was even more'abatract: The *
v rough and irregular pattern created a-reproduced photograph ;ery different from
the original. The tone-line conversion was considered most abstract because
much detail was eliminated when the\middlg tones were dropped in the conversion.
However, the high contrast, "line" effect did emphasize some photo elements.

We seléé%ed reproduction techniques on the basis of realism/abstraction
becavse we believed that a highly abstract reproduction technique.would interact
more with highly complex photo sjkjects than it would with leés complex subjects.
We also felt that there would be less (or no) interaction between realistic

reproduction techniques and photo subject ccmplexity.

Several dependent variables were included in the study in order to derive

s
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several kinds of information for analysiaz
(15-.Fourteen semanticﬂdifferential scales were composed so that we could
examine the dimensions of judgment ﬁaed by our readefs. Half of the scales were
selected from past studies of photographic communication, but half wvere the )
result of a pr;test in which we asked ;eappndeqts to describe'egch original
photqgraph by using adjectives to indicate what the photograph meant to t#em.
.(The semantic differéntial scgles can be found in Appendix A, which ingludes the
eﬁtire measuring instrument.) . : | |
(2) On a separaté sheet,’respondents were asked to rank-order the‘Phogographs_
‘(as reproduced) on a simple wost-liked to lea;t-likéd scale. -
(3) - As a check on this ﬁost-liked/least-liked response, we asked subjects
to rate each photo reproddctién combination on a sevén-ppint like-dislike scale.
(4) stly, we asked each respondent to describe in his/her own words "What
is the mogt -important idea you get from this pﬁotograph? What is the ﬁéin thing
going\og in the picture?" We realized that it would be difficult to Quantify these
responses, bgt‘we wanted to be able to qﬁalitatively verify whaﬁ the various
me;sage versions meant to our "reader;." | ) ’

'"TESTING PROCEDURE

Packets of test materials were distributed on a random basis t02160$ptudents

-

-

in a sophomcre-level American history course. In addition to a-set of instructions,
each packet contained the four different photographfsubjedts, all reproduced in\)
one of the four printing reproduction versions (see abobe). The?efofe 40 students
-saw the four photo subjects reproduced in the 133-line screeh; 40 saw them in the
mezzotint; 40 saw them in the steel engraving; and 40 in the tone~line conversion
process. " The packet also contalned a set 6f the semantic différential scales for -
each of the four subject/reproduction technique combinatiorns in the packet, as

well as a:sheet for each of the additional dependent variable responses described

above. The order of the photo subjects was variled systematically in each packet‘

“



I‘ 7

.

to avoid a ponsible order effect which might occur if all respondents consistently

saw the same aubject firet, second. and so on.

ANA!LSIS AND RESULTS
s Factor analyeie was performed o:{ the semantir differential judgments to "‘;'7‘\.

determine the judgmental dimensions used to respond to the photographed subjecte
and to the printing reprpduction techniques: Three factors, emerged:

Fector I ("excitement/activity") included the following scales: fascinating-
boring, faet-slqw; iﬁportant-trivdel, hot-cold, and complex-simple, It accounted

for 28% of the variance explained. ' v
.Factor II.("weight") inclnded_these sceles: heavy-light, light-d;zk, and
hard-eoft.'.lt accounted for 102 of the Varience.' -
Factor III ("evaluative") included: candid-posed{ clean-dirty, realistic-
i )

abstract, and calm—nervous. It accounted for 4% of the variance,

\

dejsemantic differential scales did not load well cun any factor (strong-weak

and good-bad) 80 they were analyzed separately,
‘. Analysis of‘vériance (split plot deeign) was conducted for each factor

-s.,

(Figures 1, 2, and 3) ana in all.cases the main effect for photo subjeuts ‘'was
significant, as we expccted. The main effect for reprodUction technique (the
threé halftone screens and the tone-line conversion) was marginally significant

on the evaluative factor (p=.055), somewhat less oa the 'weight" factor (p=.10),
} »

and did nobt evén approach statistical significance (i.e., at the .05 level) on

h 4

‘the "excitement/activity" factor (p=.678). .

However, when we calculated the interaction between photographic subject

- and reproduction technique, the variance approached statistical significance

(p=.078) on the "excitement/activity" factor, indicating that the method of
teproduciné a photograph can somewhat ‘influence how exciting or active certain
photographs are perceived. A closer look at the data suggests that more complex

photographic subjects are perceived as being less exciting and less active when

réproduced by more abstract methods.

s 9
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We also performed an aga;lsis of vatiance on the like-dislike dimerision ’
and (Figure 4) found a strong interaction (p-.039) between photographic subjéet
and reproduction technique. Th% photograph of three people (the l?ast ;nterest§ng
subject, posed, lifeless,.-and rated as least ‘complex) seems to . be preferréd |

when teproduced in ; more complex screen version (steel engraving)'while the most
familiar subject matter (caﬁpus building) i; well liked Tregardless of which of

our four Teproduction techniques 15 used. The other highly rated photograph (of
thg very complex, outgoor dental scene) 1is liked/bes- in the 133- line or mezzotint

versions (the two most realistic methods) but iﬁ rated less favorably in fhe more

abstract steel engravirg. . o (

An analysis of variance was performed on the two semantic scales that were

not included in the factor analysis. Significant F statistics (p&.05) were noted

only for the outdoor dental scene--the most complex photograph. On the strong-
weak dimension, ;he photograph of the outdoor dental scene was rateébas least
strong under the two abstract reproduction methods: " steel engréving and tone-line
conversion. (See Table 1), Similar results were found on the good-bad dimenaion;
there was a definite effect of.reproduction method on how ''good" the 9hctos were
perceived to be.‘ The steel engravingxscreen got{the lowest mean sc$:e (closest

to the "badf end of the scale), while the very realistic 133-line screen got the
highest rating (closest to the ''good’ end). (See Table 2.)

Figure 5 shows the effect of reproduction process on whether the photographs
w;re ranked as "best liked." The figure clearly shows that the outdoor dental
scene was ranked best by more 'readers' under the two most realistic reprcduction
methods than under i‘he two abstract metheds. The building photograph, ou the
other hand, surprisingly showed a slight increase iu number {of readers rating
it "liked best') from the 133-line screen to the tdne-line conversion. One

explanation is that this was the only photograph that the respondents wculd have

recognized: 1t 1s a university building directly across from the bujlding in

Caen
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.' wiiﬁ;lcb'. the 'ruponden?q took the test. ‘Perhapa the £ami'11ar photo subject was
"bcsc'Likcd" simpf? Boqduse it was familiar. | ,
Tablos‘S through 6 show the effccts of the rdproduction methoda on
rcspondents perceptions of the “megsage" or "main ides” they got from: the four
s photographs. Conéis;ent with previous findings, a significant xz was found only
for thq most complex photograph~-the outdoor dental scene (See Table 6).
Importanc findings from Table 5 include:

L]

(1) " The mezzotint (33.3%) and steel engraving (50.0%) screens accounted
+

for 83.3% of the responses which aaid that the photograph 8 message was primarily “

. | one of clutter and confusion. Other adjectivea used to describe‘it vere "busynesa.
"chaos“\gnd_"bizarre." .
(2). The steel engrau%qg gcreen (31752)'cnd the‘;onc-line convers%on (31.52)‘
accountec for '63% of the comments which said that the message was one ?f anxiety,
suffering, cruelty, or unsanitaryfconditions‘ a

4

(3) The tone-line version accounted for 57.9%.of tﬁe teapondénts' comments +
which indicated that the phoco reproduction o;s 80 vague ‘that che; couldn't tell °
what it was about, The steel engraving screen accounced}for 21.1% of those who )
’ said that they couldn't tell‘what“was in the photograph. {
Co (4} ©Of the respondents Qﬁo saw the’ 133-line screen versica, 50% sald that
the phocOgraoh characterizcd helping and healing. Of those who saw the mezzotint
screen version, 45% said that it characterized helping and healiug,'while 102 said
that the phg§c charocterized clutter and confusion. Of those who savw tha tone-line

version, 40% caid that 1t characterized helping and healing, but 27.5% sald that
they cpuldu't tell what was happening. ¢

' _ Although Table 3's data were uot found:to be significant at the .05 level,
there are two iuteresting findings:

(1) People who saw the photograph of three people in the 133-line screen

version tended to see it as posed or as an advertisement (57.5%).

sty
[
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3 ~ i2) People who saw the tone-line conversion tenged to ste the photograph
R . . s - ‘ .
. " of three people as 1m§ortanty professional, or medical (50%). ¢
. N Sumpary of results (Hypotheses):
la. Confirmed (Figures i, 2, and 3).
' : 1b. Confirmed (Figure 4). : ‘

2a. Partially confirmed (Figures 1,2, and .
I} + . .“

3a. Rejected (Figures 1, 2, and 3), on the basis of analyses of factor

scorea, although there was scme support for this hypothesis on individual scale

o analyses,
: DISCUSSION o
- - . .
The finding.that very complex photograph subjects may be pereéivgd “@8 b&in§
° \ less egci;idg and more uegative under abstrac} tepraduction,techniques.thun»nnder
realtftic ones aho'ld interest thé editor who ig ttying to use "excitigg” éraﬁhic
. technlques to -improve the“;ppearance of his/har publication. . These absiract )

4 .
reproduction techniques may be useful in making more peaders ike photographs of

o

very simple or even borin subjecis, but the cpposite is true for very f:emple:‘.
S ' L4
s

subjects., ) -

A look at the results gfom Table 6 glves us clues as to why this may'ﬁe true
People who saw the outdoor dental sBcene reproduced iun the éteel engraving vevsion
perceived a more unegative mesgage than did.pcople who saw other reproduction

J .
versions. Comments includad: "7 wouldn't trust them.' "Clutter; busynegs.”

4

FPeople working together in & chaotic atate.” 'Operating room with much tension.”

v L
The tone-lina reproduction of the complex ocutdoor dental scene did not produce
as many negative pevceptions as the steel engraving veraiea . . . probably
because in the tone~line version a stenciled sign en & box in the {rreground
" ©
of the photograph became verv legihle. The sign read:
DENTAIL HEALTH
INTERNATTONAT ATH

Respotidents who saw the outdoor dental scene fn the 330 Tine screen e ston gave

[y
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the most positive commants: "Helping, concern.' "I get a feeling of

generosity, pecorle helping each other.”" This 18 consistent with our finding that

© . N

~

the steel engraving/outdoor dental scene combination was rated significantly more AN
' N

“"bad" on the good-bad dimension than the same scene was under ‘any other reproductiom

~

process.,

2 Twice as many people saw the mezzotint and tone-line versions of the outdoor¢

.

dental scene ;:\}ypifying helping/healing.as saw them tvpifying clutter/¢onfusion
N .
or anxfety/sufferiag. DBut a large number of respondents who saw the tone-line

version could not tell what was going on in the photograph because the reproduction

) L4

was toon vague.
&

The findings from Table 3 show that editors may be able to use tone-line
convagrsionsy to add.importanca to an otherwdse dufl and lifeless photograph.

Part®of the reacons -for the differences in perception of the photographs
under different reproduction conditions mav be that some detail is obscured or
eliminated under the‘steel engraving and mezzotint screens, while other detail
comeg through move clearly when reproduced bv the 133-line screen. in the most
complex photograph, a iarge number of people just couldn't tell what was goiug

on then thev saw the tone-line version. 1If detail is iwportant, editora should

jazez up a complex photo subject with a special

think twice before trying to

reproduction technique such aw the steel engraving screen or the tene-line

«

conversion.

Thiag study should encourage editors to more carefully ¥ouaider the connotative
effects of using special reproduction proceases in their publicatiens. While
some processes (like the tone-line conversion) can make a boring photopraph be
perceived 3ﬁ\heing more interesting, ~thera {such a6 the steel envraviar) mighe
have negative copnotativns that are undesiratic.

(3
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consider not just the "arty" effects, but also the ways in which the reproduction

P 4

process changes the connotative meaning of the photograph.

-

Further; this research on the effects of still another 'stylistic vafigtion"

A
-

on the perception of photographic message adds to our knowledge of the potential

influence which journalists have on the rontent of what they report ard on the

-

. interpretation of that content by message receivers. The variants of photographic
style and structure are many. Relatlvely few of these variants have been subjected

to‘systematic study, and the authors hope that readers of this report will be

challenged to jsolate other variants and to WNvestigate thew.
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Table 1

Bffect of reproduction process on how "strong'" the outdoor dental scene was

perceivad by respondents:

-

Strong-weak dimension

Reproduction method

Mean score (7=gtrong, l=weak)

133-1ine screen 5.68
mezzotint screen 5.50
steel engraving screen 4,43
tonal-line conversion 4.88
Analysis of variance
Source ; . df 8§ MS F probability
between groups N
(reproduction method) 3 39.819 13,273 5.190 .0019
Error - 156 398.925 2.557
®

W
~
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Table _2 <
Effect of reproduct¥on process on how '"good" the outdocor dental scene

was perceived by respondents.

Good~bad dimension

Reproduction method Mean score (7=good, l=bad)

133-line screen 5.03

mezzotint screen 4.25

8 engraving screen 3.80

tone-line conversion 4.68

Analysis of variance -

Source df SS MS F probability
between groups

(reproduction method) 3 33.725 11.242 4,410 .0052
Error 156 397.650 2.549

ke
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Table _3

Effect of reproductios method on the "message” or "main idea" perceived in

the photograph of three people.

' Response Categories
. = | ‘ . “
Posed/ Medicine/ Dull/

Frequency Advertisement | Important Unimportant N/A* N
133-1ine \ 23y 7 7 3 40
mezzSEin: 17 L 10 _ 7 6 40
steel engr: 18 - 17 3 5 +43 ’
tone;}ine 10 . 20 5 5 40

A 68 ' 54 22 19 163

a
VAR

*No answer or miscellaneous, uncodable response

yi
X(g) 16.1252 NS

18




Reproduction Method

-~

Table 4

Effect of reproduction‘*method on the "message" or "main idea" perceived

-

in the photograph of the dentist and child,

Response Categories

S

.
Fear/ . Dental :

Frequency Apprehension Help/Trust - Procedure N/A* N

133-1ine ) 15 6 11 8 40

mezzotint 14 5 17 4 40

1! 7 \

steel engr. 20 6 A 3 ¢ 43

tone-line 15 11 . 8 6 " 40
. &

64 . 28 50 21 .163
‘/}/

#No answer or miscellaneous, uncodable response.

2 .
.= 10.8
X(g) 10,8098 NS



° .  Table _5_ o "

. « Effédct of reproduction method on the "message" or "main idea'' perceived

1

in the photograph of the building}

Response Categories

_ . . " . School/ ,| Relaxed/ . Complex/
Frequencies | Familiar Learning Warm ‘Architecture N/A® N
"y ) . .
* Q . A N 0
% 133-line 5 8 14 4 d 9 40
K .
g mezzotint 7 17 . 11 -1 4 40
o — > ‘
g steel.engr. 11 12 4 7 9 " | 43
? s
b tone~line 9 13 Al 5 S 40
oy ‘
32 50 36 - 17, 28 163

*No answer or miscellaneous, uncodable responee.

2
| X(lz) _ 18.9?19 NS

2{)




Reproduction Method

Table 6

/

in the photograph of the outdoor dental scene.

)

"Effect of Feproducéion method on the "message" or 'main idea" perceived

" Response Categories

Frequency . .
Row Pct. Clutter/ Helping/ | Important/ Anxiety/ | Too vague N
Column Pct. ! Confusion Healing Serious Suffering to tell N/A* | %
133-1ire 0 1 20 6 4 1 9 40 -
1} 4 50.0% 15,0% 10.5% 2.5% 22,5% |100%
1) 4 32.3% 25.0% 21,22 5.3% 24.4%
mezzotiut 4 18 4 3 3 8 40 .
10.0% 45.0% 10.0% 7.5% 7.5% 20.0% {100%
33.32% 29.02 16.72 15.8% 15.8% 21.6% .
steel engr. 6 8 9 - 6 4 10 43 .
14.0% ~ 18.62% 20,92 14.0% 9.32% 23.3% |100%
50.0% 12.9% 37.5% ¢ 31.5% 21.1% 27.0%
tone-line 2 16 S 6 11 10 40
5.0% 40,02 12.5% 15.0% 27 .52 25.0% . 1-'100%
- 16.7% 25.8% 20.8% 31.5% 57.92% 27.0% '
12 62 2 19 19 37 163
7.4% 38.0% 14,77 11.7% 11.72 22.7%
100% 1002 100% . 100% 100% 100%

*No answer or miscellaneous, uncodable response.

2
X(15)

p&.03,

= 26.2305

e
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Tigure 1. ' EFFECT OF REPRODUCTION PROCESS ;

IR ON THE EXCITEMENT/ACTIVITY FACTOR.
< \ R . )
i A Excitement : M .
. o ' Factor ‘ SCO§%ee1, Tone-Line
(Photo) |[133-1ine| Mezzotint] Fneravine Conversion
.3 People 2,3 2,4 2.8 2.5
' - ] Dentist/ .
. .- i ‘ Child 305 ) 307 3-2 4 3.8
o B&ilding_ 3.4 3.6 3.5 3.6
L Outdoor
- D‘nt‘l 500 4.9 : 608 605

/

~\T '
.-“‘~“-.putdoor Dental

. | | . o
- : .' //>agiéggémlild -
EXCITEMENT b s : ' .
FACTOR '
3 N
M 0 . is ’
SCORE | [ —————J People
) 2 — [
1

v
133 1line . - Mezzotint Steel Tone~1line
* Engraving Conversion
] REPRODUCTION METHOD
EXCITEMENT/ACTIVITY FACTOR -
Arialysis of Variance Source df 58 M8 ¥ Probability
°  Main effect-reproduction method k! 2.26 ¢75 -3 1 .078
Brror . ., 156 229.84 1.47
Main effect-photo subject 3 434,57 144.86 181.33 . 000
o - Interaction 9 12.48 1.39 1.74 .078
ERIC Error 2 n 468 373.88 .80
S, ) _ o

’ N . - . »
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Tigure 2. EFFECT OF REPRODUCTION PROCESS

ON THE WEIGHT FACTOR.

\ Weight MEAN SCORE y

Pactor ' Steel Tone-Line
(Photo) 133-1ine} Mezzot int Engraving |Conversion

’ 3 People 4.2 3.8 . 3.9 3.9

Dentist/ A
__Child 4.2 4.0 4.1 4.3
Building - 3.9 4.2 3.8 4,2
Outdoor ' o '
_Denfal 4.7 4,8 | 4.5 b.8

——

Outdoor Dental

Dentist/Child
Building

e

| 3 People

I

3
2 L
| |
{
133 line Mezzotint Steel Tone-line

Engraving Conversion

REPRODUCTION METHOD
WEIGHT FACTOR .

Analysis of variancg Source df SS MS. F Probability
Main effect-reproduction method 3 4.33 1.46  2.12 - J100
Ertor C 156 106.14 .68
Main effect-photo subject 3 50.20 16.73 28.97 .000
Interaction : 9 6.37 71 1.23 277
Error 468 _43.33 .38

: . i o
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Pigure 3. EFFECT OF REPRODUCTION PROCESS
ON THi& EVALUATIVE FACTOR

\

Evalustive MEAN SCORE '
Factor ’ : Steel Tone-Line
(Ehoto) = |133-1ine{ Mezzotint] Engraving Conversion
- 3Pecple 4.8 | 4.3 4.3 4.5
Dentist/ ' \ : |
Child 4.9 - 4.9 4.9 4.9
_Euilding 2.8 3.6, 3.2 3.7
OBEacal 0.7 6.3 0.5

. ntist/Child
~ Wm | s

E

[ )

r

. 133 line Mezzotint Steel Tone-line i
‘ ~ Engraving Conversion
REPRODUCTION METHOD :
\EVALUATIVE FACTOR '
Analysis of Variance Source df SS MS F Probability
Main effect-reproduction Method 3 7.C05 2.35 2.59 .055
Error 156 141.41 .91
Main 2ffect-photg subject 3 135.55 45.18 89.02 .0C0
Interaction .55 . 1.09 .369
Error .51

498
468) _ 237.55
- \24

t
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- Figure 4. EFFECT OF REPRODUCTION PROCESS ¢
OF THE LIKE-DISLIKE DIMENSION.
' LIKE = 7 DISLIKE = 1
. [ o - MEAN SCORE ' Tone-Line
LI?!’7 ‘ Photd\_ [133-IIng MezzotintSteel EngravingConversion-
. ’ 3 People 2.0 2.4 2.9 2.7
/ " Dentist/
{ Child 3.7 4.8 . 4.5 4.2
Building 3.1 5.3 5.2 '5.3
{ ) Outdoor ' ‘
6 Dental 5.4 5.4 4.6 . 4.9
Building
(
S. b Qutdoor Dental
-~ Dentist/Child
4 _
Yode 7 3 \
SCORE . /'.0\\"\ 3 Pevple
3 /
2 - v '
? \' ? : F
1 L1
DISLIKE
133 Line Mezzotint Steel Tone-line
Engraving Conversion
REPRODUCTION METHOD
LIRE-DISLIKE DIMENSION
Analysis of Variance Souree df $s HS 13 Probability
Main effect-reproduction Method 3 10.93  3.64 .54 . 654
Error . 156 1047.31 6.71
Z Main effect-photo subject 3 740,74 246.91 101.71 .000
, Interaction 9 . 43,34 4.82 1.98 . .039
o P ,
C Error 468 i/ §1§617 <.43
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Figure 5. ' EFFECT OF PRINTING REPRODUCTION PROCESS ON RANKING
. - OF POUR PHOTO SUBJECTS AS "BEST LIKED."s °
L
\ N { i
-t — . . . ’.
4
- a " N ¢ ;,
) < \
ao - ke Y — N ORI S .
. .
&
People who ¢ -
Ranked these 20 .
Photo/Reproduction
Method Combinations
as "Liked Best." ,
I.Ot\ ”"""""'ﬁ Qusdoar Desbal
Dentist/Chifid
W - _ - L o
433 Line  Mezzotint Steal B 5 e
. ¢ Engraving Conv%iﬁian
. q REPRODUCTION METHOD '
= * - «
§
7/ [T Y

*Raspondents suw four photo subilects reprsduced by oue methed:; therefore the

"bast liked" raping vrefers te & comparison of all four sublects in one /
pegroductimn method. Four groups of respoudents were used te gathav dala

for all reproduction methods. '




APPENDIX A

PHOTOJOURNALISM RESEARCH PROJECT

IFMTRODUCTION

13

We want to find out how people feel about different kinds of &}:
subjects as shown in photograpns. The photographs we will show
you were taken from different publicationsa, and we have repro-
duced them here just ag they were printed in the publicatiun%.

Attached are four photographs and four sheets of adjective
scales. The scsles sre compossd of two adjectives with opposite
maaningss one adjective is at the end of each scale, and there
are seven spacss beitween.

Leok at the firet photograph In your stack of four. How would

you rate it on the first scale?

) . G 7 ! 2 ¢
Strores ./ o/ / / / / Weak

oy bl sy L0 Y Be L 4 52 P LS

e ba gg!.i o L U e | Bl  od 4 @

O Q & O & 0Q \\;:.:m G ¢ cg&-

£ b > ¥ 5 PLE NER Bk £ ¥

CJ + 2 @ ol ﬁﬁ{ 4-? it [y

by W W £ W @ @ ks 3 £s

&3 o g0 ¢ +

¥ 0 £ [£X] e

& &

A mask in the sar left space means that you think ihe photograwp
in extrumely sitrong. & mark in the far vight space means that you
think the photogiaph is exiremsly weak. The intermediate spsces
represent very strong {lefi) or very weak (right), somewnatl
strong (left) or somawhat weak (righti, or neither stirong nor
wesk (conter gpace). You must mark one of the seven spaces) you

cannot mark between two spaces.

[A]
¥



Rate the first photograph in your stack on all 14 adjective
scales. Then &o on to the next photograph and rate it on all
14 scales. Do not look back to see how you marked the last
photograph and deo not look ahead at the next photograph. Rate
each photograph separately and keep the photographs in the
order in which they were presented to you.

Tou must 2180 mark the photograph's code number on each
rating sheet. The code number is in the uppar right corner of
the photograpi:.

When you have finished rating all four photographs, go on to
Part I1. Do not look at Part II before ycu complete Part I.
Do not censult Part I whiletyou complete Parts Il and I11I.

hd

Begin Fart .

-



} trong

Photograph code #

g

[NOTE: FOUR OF THESE SHEETS WERE INCLUDED IN T}E“QESTIONNAIRE.J

/ / / / / /
Candid / , / / / /
Boring / / / / / / -
Clean / / -/ / / /
Slow / / / / / /
Important / / / / / /
Heavy / / / / / /
Abstract / / 4 / / /
Cola / / A /
Simple / | / / / / /
Dark / / / / / /
‘Nervous / / / /e /
Soft / / / / / VA
Bad / / L/ / / /

©

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

O

» o

Weak
Posed
Faecinatigg
Dirty
Fast
Trivial
Light
Realistic
Hot
Complex
Light
Calm

Hard

Geod



PART 11

— Put aside the adjective scales. You may now change the order
of the four photographs to arrange them according to vour
preference.

Put the photograph you like most on top; arrange the other
three in order below it so that the photograph you like the
least is on the bottom. Then record the reaglts below.

Do not consult Parts I or III while you are ar anging_the
° photograpihs. (”

é

Photograph I like the most, code number .
Photograph I like second best, code number _______
Photograph I 1liké third best.'code number ___
Photograph I like the least, code number

Go on to Part 1I1.

3




. PART III

Put the preference rating sheet aside, but keep the photographs
in the same order. Look at the first photograph again. What is
the:most important idea you get from this photograph? What is
the main thing going on in the picture? '

)
‘Write the first photograph's code number in the space provided
on the next sheet and record what you think is the most important
idea you get from the photograph.

When you have completed the first photograph, do the same thing
for the remaining three and continue to Part IV.

™M

&
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Phptog;aph code # A:

Pﬁotograph code #

Photograph code # _— -
Photograph code # q -—




PART IV

Now we need to know how much you like each photograph. Please

rate each photograph on a 7-point scale like the one below. A mark in
the far left space means that you extremely dislike the photo-

graph, whilg a check in the far right space means that you

extremely like it. A check in the center box means that you

neither like nor dislike the photograph--that you are neutral

toward it.

Dislike / / / / / / Like
Q > Q £ Q 42 b M O 4 o L Q >
& O X Q O M L LS & e
o= D ~ Qg L 5o -H.g e TS o~ QO
— g —~ 8 -~ 3 I — - 8 rd B
no )] nao wd O 0 Q Q
o b - B Q & e g o> j_;
o+ T S o 0 foRIS I o] O %
" @ w i (] Q ™
) > o »

#

Keep the four photographs in the order they are in new. Record
each photograph's code number and rate each one or. the scales’

on the next page.




2 T
id }
i

S
A

Photograph code number

‘m‘.
Dislike / / / / /. / Like
- L 4
1]
R
Photograph code number o .
Diglike / / / / s / Like

Fhotograph code number

Dislike / -/ / / / / Like

Photograph code number

Dislike / / / / / / Like

Your sex 18 male _ female.

N

When you have finished this part, please turn iIn all of the
rgsearch materials, including the four photographs. BMany thanks
for your help with the study.




